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(2) The Secretary considers funding 
an application for a development grant 
that— 

(i) Scores at least 50 points under 
§ 606.22; 

(ii) Is submitted with a comprehen-
sive development plan that satisfies all 
the elements required of such a plan 
under § 606.8; and 

(iii) In the case of an application for 
a cooperative arrangement grant, dem-
onstrates that the grant will enable 
each eligible participant to meet the 
goals and objectives of its comprehen-
sive development plan better and at a 
lower cost than if each eligible partici-
pant were funded individually. 

(Authority: 20 U.S.C. 1101 et seq.)

§ 606.21 What are the selection criteria 
for planning grants? 

The Secretary uses the following cri-
teria to evaluate an application to de-
termine whether the applicant will 
produce a good comprehensive develop-
ment plan and a fundable application: 

(a) Design of the planning process. 
(Total: 60 points) The Secretary re-
views each application to determine 
the quality of the planning process 
that the applicant will use to develop a 
comprehensive development plan and 
an application for a development grant 
based on the extent to which— 

(1) The planning process is clearly 
and comprehensively described and 
based on sound planning practice (15 
points); 

(2) The president or chief executive 
officer, administrators and other insti-
tutional personnel, students, and gov-
erning board members systematically 
and consistently will be involved in the 
planning process (15 points); 

(3) The applicant will use its own re-
sources to help implement the project 
(10 points); and 

(4) The planning process is likely to 
achieve its intended results (20 points). 

(b) Key personnel. (Total: 20 points) 
The Secretary reviews each application 
to determine the quality of key per-
sonnel to be involved in the project 
based on the extent to which— 

(1) The past experience and training 
of key personnel such as the project co-
ordinator and persons who have key 
roles in the planning process are suit-

able to the tasks to be performed (10 
points); and 

(2) The time commitments of key 
personnel are adequate (10 points). 

(c) Project Management. (Total: 15 
points) The Secretary reviews each ap-
plication to determine the quality of 
the plan to manage the project effec-
tively based on the extent to which— 

(1) The procedures for managing the 
project are likely to ensure effective 
and efficient project implementation 
(10 points); and 

(2) The project coordinator has suffi-
cient authority, including access to the 
president or chief executive officer, to 
conduct the project effectively (5 
points). 

(d) Budget. (Total: 5 points) The Sec-
retary reviews each application to de-
termine the extent to which the pro-
posed project costs are necessary and 
reasonable. 

(Approved by the Office of Management and 
Budget under control number 1840–0114) 

(Authority: 20 U.S.C. 1101 et seq.)

§ 606.22 What are the selection criteria 
for development grants? 

The Secretary uses the following cri-
teria to evaluate applications for de-
velopment grants: 

(a) Quality of the applicant’s com-
prehensive development plan. (Total: 30 
points) The extent to which— 

(1) The strengths, weaknesses, and 
significant problems of the institu-
tion’s academic programs, institu-
tional management, and fiscal sta-
bility are clearly and comprehensively 
analyzed and result from a process that 
involved major constituencies of the 
institution. (12 points); 

(2) The goals for the institution’s 
academic programs, institutional man-
agement, and fiscal stability are real-
istic and based on comprehensive anal-
ysis. (5 points); 

(3) The objectives stated in the plan 
are measurable, related to institu-
tional goals, and, if achieved, will con-
tribute to the growth and self-suffi-
ciency of the institution (5 points); 

(4) The plan clearly and comprehen-
sively describes the methods and re-
sources the institution will use to in-
stitutionalize practice and improve-
ments developed under the proposed 
project, including, in particular, how 
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operational costs for personnel, main-
tenance, and upgrades of equipment 
will be paid with institutional re-
sources (8 points). 

(b) Quality of activity objectives. 
(Total: 10 points) The extent to which 
the objectives for each activity are— 

(1) Realistic and defined in terms of 
measurable results (5 points); and 

(2) Directly related to the problems 
to be solved and to the goals of the 
comprehensive development plan (5 
points). 

(c) Quality of implementation strategy. 
(Total: 25 points) The extent to which— 

(1) The implementation strategy for 
each activity is comprehensive (10 
points); 

(2) The rationale for the implementa-
tion strategy for each activity is clear-
ly described and is supported by the re-
sults of relevant studies or projects (10 
points); and 

(3) The timetable for each activity is 
realistic and likely to be attained (5 
points). 

(d) Quality of key personnel. (Total: 10 
points) The extent to which— 

(1) The past experience and training 
of key professional personnel are di-
rectly related to the stated activity ob-
jectives (7 points); and 

(2) The time commitment of key per-
sonnel is realistic (3 points). 

(e) Quality of project management plan. 
(Total: 10 points) The extent to which— 

(1) Procedures for managing the 
project are likely to ensure efficient 
and effective project implementation (5 
points); and 

(2) The project coordinator and activ-
ity directors have sufficient authority 
to conduct the project effectively, in-
cluding access to the president or chief 
executive officer (5 points). 

(f) Quality of evaluation plan. (Total: 
10 points) The extent to which— 

(1) The data elements and the data 
collection procedures are clearly de-
scribed and appropriate to measure the 
attainment of activity objectives and 
to measure the success of the project in 
achieving the goals of the comprehen-
sive development plan (5 points); and 

(2) The data analysis procedures are 
clearly described and are likely to 
produce formative and summative re-
sults on attaining activity objectives 
and measuring the success of the 

project on achieving the goals of the 
comprehensive development plan (5 
points). 

(g) Budget. (Total: 5 points) The ex-
tent to which the proposed costs are 
necessary and reasonable in relation to 
the project’s objectives and scope. 

(Approved by the Office of Management and 
Budget under control number 1840–0114) 

(Authority: 20 U.S.C. 1101 et seq.)

§ 606.23 What special funding consid-
eration does the Secretary provide? 

(a) If funds are available to fund only 
one additional planning grant and each 
of the next fundable applications has 
received the same number of points 
under § 606.21, the Secretary awards ad-
ditional points, up to a maximum of 
two points, to any of those applicants 
that— 

(1) Has an endowment fund of which 
the current market value, per full-time 
equivalent enrolled student, is less 
than the average current market value 
of the endowment funds, per full-time 
equivalent enrolled student, at similar 
type institutions; (one point) or 

(2) Has expenditures for library mate-
rials per full-time equivalent enrolled 
student which are less than the aver-
age expenditure for library materials 
per full-time equivalent enrolled stu-
dent at similar type institutions. (one 
point) 

(b) If funds are available to fund only 
one additional development grant and 
each of the next fundable applications 
has received the same number of points 
under § 606.22, the Secretary will award 
additional points, up to a maximum of 
three points, to any of those applicants 
that— 

(1) Has an endowment fund of which 
the current market value, per full-time 
equivalent enrolled student, is less 
than the average current market value 
of the endowment funds, per full-time 
equivalent enrolled student, at com-
parable institutions that offer similar 
instruction; (one point) 

(2) Has expenditures for library mate-
rials per full-time equivalent enrolled 
student that are less than the average 
expenditures for library materials per 
full-time equivalent enrolled student 
at comparable institutions that offer 
similar instruction (one point); or 
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